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TO:    Muhammad  Abdus  Sabur 

FROM:  Muhammad  Ali-Salaan^ 

RE:    Roxbury  Comprehensive  Housing  Initiative 

Phase  I   Development  Summary  -  Preliminary  Summary 

DATE:  February  19,1987 

The  following  summary  is  intended  to  provide  you  with  the  conclu- 
sions of  our  analysis  of  the  RCHI  development  potential  on  the 
Phase  I  sites.  This  memo  is  for  discussion  only,  and  does  not 
represent  any  planning  initiatives  being  contemplated  by  the 
Authority.  Its  purpose  is  to  demonstrate  how  the  staff  should 
evaluate  specific  development  scenarios  by  considering  the  impli- 
cations of  zoning,  scale,  massing,  density,  historic  character, 
traffic  impact,  af f ordability ,  and  community  participation  as  a 
part  of  their  analysis. 

As  this  analysis  becomes  further  refined,  it  may  become  necessary 
to  change  our  assumptions  to  reflect  the  latest  SENHI  policies. 
Should  this  be  the  case,  then  you  will  find  that  the  methodology 
used  in  this  analysis  is  readily  adjustable  to  the  new  assumptions. 
The  following  analysis  is  essentially  financial  in  nature  and  must 
include  a  series  of  graphic  presentations  to  suggest  the  important 
design  characteristics  that  should  be  reflected  in  each  scenario. 
Given  our  desire  to  present  this  information  to  Ricardo  Millet 
this  weekend,  I  thought  that  you  would  want  to  review  this  material 
first.  If  possible,  you  should  schedule  a  meeting  to  debrief  RAM 
within  the  next  few  weeks. 

The  following  considerations  went  into  this  analysis: 

1.  each  parcel  must  be  owned  by  the  Authority  and  located 
within  an  urban  renewal  area; 

2.  each  parcel  represents  the  greatest  potential  for 
constructing  residential  and/or  commercial  projects; 

3.  given  the  large  percentage  of  assisted  and  public 
housing  in  Roxbury  (  41%)  and  the  relatively  large  number 
of  families  living  below  the  poverty  level  (  31%)  our 
main  development  objective  was  to  create  an  optimim 
number  of  affordable  units  targeted  to  the  moderate 
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income  group  (  80%  -  110%  )  in  order  to  foster  economic 
revitalization  of  the  neighborhood  commercial  centers; 

4.  each  parcel  must  be  developed  in  conjunction  with 
a  non-profit  development  entity  as  described  in  the 
Parcel  18+  Interim  Report; 

5.  each  parcel  must  be  developed  with  a  local  developer 
and/or  businessperson ; 

6.  each  parcel  must  be  developed  with  consideration  for 
the  bra's  land  providing  the  basis  of  our  public  equity 
position ; 

7.  given  previous  discussions  with  respect  to  Fountain  Hill 
as  well  as  the  Bell  Attitudinal  Survey^ we  designed  an 
optimum  af f ordability  mix  of  50%  of  all  housing  units; 

8.  we  thought  that  we  should  test  the  market  for  owner 
occupied  manufactured  homes  on  our  relatively  small  sites. 

As  the  attached  Table  and  subsequent  information  will  attest,  we 
have  been  able  to  achieve  the  following: 

a.  fifty  percent  (158  units)  of  the  total  number  of  units 
(314  units)  are  affordable.  Of  this  amount  39  are  affordable 
to  families  earning  up  to  80%  of  the  SMSA  and  119  units  are 
affordable  to  families  earning  up  to  110%  of  the  SMSA; 

b.  in  order  to  increase  the  number  of  affordable  units 
among  the  80%  category  we  must  finance  an  additional  59 
units  using  a  "subsidy"  of  $1,428,000.  In  this  way  a  total 
of  98  units,  59  units  and  156  units  will  be  affordable  to 
the  80%,  110%  and  120+%  of  the  SMSA  Median  Income. 

c.  every  scenario  suggests  a  partnership  of  non-profit, 
local  developer  and  public  equity  participation  of  15%, 
50%  and  35%  respectively  in  each  deal.  With  the  exception 

of  Parcel  P-2c,  the  average  rate  of  return  is  24%  on  equity. 

d.  given  this  RoE  assumption,  the  public  portion  of  this 
return  could  be  used  to  capitalize  the  Neighborhood  Devel- 
opment Bank  or  Neighborhood  Stabilization  Fund.  The  purpose 
of  these  programs  have  been  outlined  in  the  Parcel  18+ 
Interim  Report. 
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ROXBURY  NEIGHBORHOOD  PROFILE 


Introductory  Overview 

Roxbury,  in  the  geographic  center  of  Boston,  is  one  of 
the  city's  most  historically  significant  areas.   Once  an 
affluent  suburban  area,  the  neighborhood  grew  more  densely 
populated  around  the  turn  of  the  century  when  streetcar 
service  was  extended  form  the  downtown.   Its  diverse 
neighborhoods--Highland  Park,  Sav-Mor,  Lower  Roxbury  and 
Washington  Park--have  and  will  continue  to  offer  numerous 
housing  and  development  opportunities. 

Roxbury  remains  a  desirable  place  because  of  its 
offerings  of  open  space,  beautiful  housing  structures  and 
grand  vistas  of  Boston  from  its  rolling  hillsides.   However, 
the  area  has  experienced  extensive  abandonment  and 
disinvestment  in  both  its  commercial  and  residential 
sections.   As  the  incomes  of  successive  waves  of  new 
residents  decreased,  maintaining  businesses  and  the  existing 
housing  stock:  became  increasingly  difficult.   The  City, 
State  and  Federal  government  have,  in  the  past  twenty-five 
years,  invested  substantial  funds  both  into  the  Washington 
Park  Urban  Renewal  Project  as  well  as  the  surrounding  area. 
However,  the  proliferating  problems  faced  by  the  Roxbury 
community  have  far  outweighed  these  public  efforts . 
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Roxbury  is  now  experiencing  a  new  in-migration  of  young 
black  professionals  who  are  acquiring  many  of  the 
underutilized  and  abandoned  buildings  in  the  area.   Their 
initiatives,  unlike  those  in  the  past,  are  complementing 
efforts  on  the  part  of  existing  residents  as  well  as 
renewing  the  interest  of  private  investors  in  the  area. 
However,  the  low  incomes  and  limited  job  skills  of  many  of 
the  current  residents  pose  major  handicaps  to  their  full 
anticipation  in  Roxbury's  revitalization . 

I .  Neighborhood  History 


The  town  of  Roxbury  was  founded  in  1639  and  annexed  to 
Boston  in  1868,  229  years  later.   Roxbury  village  began  near 
what  is  now  Dudley  Station,  at  the  northern  edge  of  the 
hilly  farmland  comprising  Highland  and  Washington  Parks 
today.    It  was  connected  to  Boston  by  a  narrow  neck 
stretching  between  Back  Bay  and  South  Cove,  that  became 
Washington  Street.    In  the  early  1800's  summer  houses  and 
country  estates  were  built  in  these  highlands  by  Boston's 
wealthy  families.    Its  first  major  development  was  from  1840 
to  1870  when  less  expensive  versions  of  Boston  townhouses 
and  detached  singles  and  two  family  houses  were  constructed 
along  Dudley  Street.   However,  the  majority  of  its 
residential  development  took  place  between  1870  and  1900  as 
streetcar  service  was  extended  into  the  area  and  the  bays 
between  Roxbury  and  Boston  were  filled. 


The  steeper  central  highlands'  area,  between  Washington 
Street  and  Blue  Hill  Avenue,  was  developed  less  densely  and 
became  the  home  of  the  more  affluent  families .   Houses 
increased  in  size  towards  Franklin  Park  on  its  south  side. 
The  surrounding  areas  were  developed  with  more  moderately 
priced  housing,  such  as  triple-deckers,  especially  around 
the  turn  of  the  century. 

While  Roxbury  highlands  remained  primarily  an  affluent 
residential  district  during  the  19th  century,  lower 
(northern)  Roxbury  became  the  site  for  light  industrial  uses 
and  a  residential  district  for  the  lower  income  population 
expanding  into  Roxbury  from  the  South  End.   At  the  same  time 
that  black  families  first  moved  into  Lower  Roxbury,  Jewish 
families  moved  into  the  southern  sections,  replacing  earlier 
residents  who  were  predominately  Irish. 


During  the  1940's  there  was  a  significant  migration  of 
blacks  from  the  South.    In  ten  years  the  racial  composition 
of  Roxbury  turned  from  80  percent  white  to  80  percent 
non-white.   Today  this  composition  remains,  but  there  are 
increasing  numbers  of  Spanish- speaking ,  West  Indian  and  Cape 
Verdean  families,  as  well  as  black  and  white  professionals. 
The  influx  of  non-whites  has  had  a  significant  impact  on 
business  with  many  now  owned  by  minorities. 


By  the  1950's  housing  deterioration  became  widespread 
although  many  areas  notably  in  the  Upper  (southern)  Roxbury 
highlands  remained  in  good  condition.   By  1960  community 
leaders  began  work  on  a  revitalization  process  for 
Washington  Park  and  in  1963  Washington  Park  became  the  first 
residential  rehabilitation  project  undertaken  by  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority.   Although  there  is  a  sizable  middle 
class  group  residing  in  Roxbury  today,  some  sections  remain 
severely  impacted  by  abandoned  buildings,  vacant  lots  and 


During  the  1960's  the  Washington  Park  Urban  Renewal 
Project  was  joined  by  the  Campus  High  and  Kitteredge  Urban 
Renewal  Areas.   An  extensive  period  of  public  investment 
from  1962-1978  resulted  in  much  needed  improvements  to 
housing,  schools,  and  public  facilities  although  critical 
accompanyxng  private  investment  was  scarce.   Urban  Renewal 
and  transportation  efforts  in  the  Southwest  corridor  also 
brought  the  demolition  of  many  houses  in  Roxbury.   The 
1970-75  period  was  about  the  greatest  time  of  economic 
hardship  as  disinvestment  had  occurred  for  thirty  years  and 
jobs  were  lost  during  the  midl970's  recession.   Also,  during 
the  1970's  another  wave  of  immigration  swept  the  area  as  the 
Hispanic  population  doubled  in  10  years  and  significant 
numbers  of  Haitians,  Central  and  South  Americans  came  to 
Roxbury . 


The  last  ten  years  have  brought  some  limited 
improvements  with  the  benefits  of  public  investment,  some 
private  investment,  and  industrial  expansion,  but  the  area 
remains  depressed  as  it  still  serves  a  low-income  resident 
population  with  few  job  opportunities  and  little  revenues 
for  improvements.   Roxbury's  socio-economic  history  shows 
that  the  area  has  been  in  decline  because  it  lost  its  local 
jobs  base  of  industries,  suffered  from  disinvestment  in 
housing  and  other  properties,  experienced  a  decline  in 
retail  and  commercial  services  as  business  moved  to 
wealthier  neighborhoods,  and  supports  a  significantly  larger 
population  of  the  "needy".   Indeed,  Roxbury  is  no  longer  a 
self-sufficient  local  neighborhood  economy. 

II.  Demographic  and  Socio- Economic  Profile 

Roxbury  is  one  of  Boston's  most  predominantly  minority 
neighborhoods  as  they  comprised  93  percent  of  the  total  1985 
population.   While  blacks  accounted  for  75  percent  of  total 
residents  between  1980  and  1985  the  racial  composition 
reflected  these  newer  minority  groups.   Only  seven  percent 
of  Roxbury  residents  were  whites. 


The  median  age  of  Roxbury  residents  in  1985  was  28.2 
years,  only  marginally  below  the  city's  median  of  28.8 
years.   Roxbury's  lower  age  is  due  to  the  larger  share  of 
children  under  age  20,  33  percent  compared  to  the  city's  25 


percent.   Roxbury  has  a  smaller  share  of  young  adult 
population  aged  20-29,  a  larger  share  of  adults  aged  30-54 
and  a  smaller  share  of  elderly,  aged  65+. 

Roxbury  was  more  of  a  family  neighborhood  than  many 
neighborhoods  in  Boston  as  families  accounted  for  66  percent 
of  all  households  and  unrelated  individuals  only  34  percent. 
These  data  compared  with  46  percent  and  54  percent, 
respectively,  for  Boston  as  a  whole.   In  Roxbury,  however, 
almost  one  half  of  all  families  were  single  parent 
households, m  many  with  children  or  other  relatives.   Only 
about  one-third  of  Boston's  families  were  headed  by  single 
parents.   Correspondingly,  Roxbury  has  more  married  persons 
but  also  more  divorced,  separated,  and  widowed  adults. 

Because  of  Roxbury ' s  growing  minority  population  a  full 
twenty-one  percent  of  residents  spoke  a  language  other  than 
English  at  home.   These  included  Spanish  at  13  percent, 
French  at  5  percent,  and  other  miscellaneous  languages  at  4 
percent.   Language  spoken  reflected  the  recent  Hispanic, 
Haitian,  and  Caribbean  Islander  immigrants. 


Roxbury's  educational  profile  shows  a  much  improved 
educational  attainment  in  the  1980s  but  gains  that  still 
remained  lower  than  those  city-wide.   While  the  share  of 
Roxbury  residents  with  at  least  a  high  school  diploma  had 
improved  to  62  percent  it  still  remained  below  the  city  norr 


of  77  percent.   In  addition,  only  one  in  ten  black  adults 
had  a  college  education  compared  to  one  in  three  city-wide 
in  1985. 

Labor  force  participation  in  Roxbury  increased  from  56 
to  61  percent  between  1980  and  1985.   City-wide  the  rate 
grew  from  62  to  66  percent,  however.   Also,  unemployment 
increased  in  Roxbury  from  7  to  14  percent  of  the  labor  force 
contrasting  the  Boston  rate  that  moved  from  6  to  7  percent. 
Unemployment  rates  were  much  higher  for  younger  male 
minority  members . 

Income  data  showed  the  relatively  worse  position  for 
Roxbury.   Median  household  income  was  $13,000  for  Roxbury 
residents  in  1984  versus  $19,250  for  the  city.   Thirty  eight 
percent  of  all  households  earned  less  than  $10,000  per  year 
compared  to  28  percent  city-wide.   Also,  only  10  percent  of 
Roxbury  households  had  incomes  greater  than  $35,000  in  1984 
compared  to  22  percent  for  all  Boston  households.   The  1984 
poverty  rate  for  Roxbury  was  much  greater  than  Boston's  at 
31  percent  and  21  percent,  respectively. 

III.  Housing  and  Commercial  Market 


In  1985  there  were  23,587  housing  units  in  Roxbury  an 
of  2.2  percent  since  1980.   Assisted  and  public  housing 
comprised  41  percent  (or  9,664  units),  of  total  stock  while 


owner  occupied  units  comprised  18  percent,  private  rental 
apartments  37  percent,  and  condominiums  less  than  1  percent. 
The  assisted  and  public  housing  stock  is  the  largest  share 
of  the  total  than  for  any  other  Boston  neighborhoods.   In 
addition,  Roxbury ' s  19  condominiums  units  ranked  lowest  of 
any  neighborhood.   There  were  only  35  lodging  houses  left  in 
Roxbury  with  413  tenants  in  1985. 

The  physical  quality  of  housing  in  Roxbury  remained 
much  worse  than  other  neighborhoods.   Fifty  percent  of 
Roxbury  houses  need  either  some  work  or  a  great  deal  of  work 
on  their  exteriors  versus  thirty  percent  city-wide.   In 
addition,  47  percent  of  Roxbury  housing  interiors  were  in 
fair  or  poor  condition  compared  to  27  percent  for  all  Boston 
units . 

Roxbury  had  a  gross  vacancy  rate  of  9  percent  and  a  net 
rate  of  7  percent  in  1985.   This  trend,  however,  was  below 
Roxbury's  gross  14  percent  rate  of  1980  but  above  the  6  and 
4  percent  rates  for  Boston  in  1985.   The  higher  vacancy 
rates  in  Roxbury  were  primarily  due  to  a  greater  amount  of 
boarded  and  abandoned  buildings. 


Roxbury  has  also  experienced  a  rise  in  rental  rates  and 
property  values  commensurate  with  city  housing  finance 
trends.   Gross  median  rents  increased  from  $260  to  $330 
between  1980  and  1985.   This  might  seem  low  but  the  sample 


includes  people  in  assisted  and  public  housing  paying  little 
out  of  their  own  pockets  for  rents.   Advertised  rents  from 
the  Boston  Globe  for  Roxbury  in  1986  ranged  from  $400  for  a 
studio,  to  $505  for  a  one  bedroom  to  $742  for  a  three 
bedroom  apartment.   Housing  values  have  also  seen  large 
recent  gains.   A  three  unit  building  in  wards  8,  9,     11,  and 
12  rose  from  $19,820  in  1979  to  $92,047  in  1985. 

The  economy  of  Roxbury  consisted  of  $5,903  jobs  in  1981 
primarily  in  the  retail,  services,  and  manufacturing 
industries.   Over  2,000  services  jobs  included  larger 
industries  in  personal,  repair,  and  social  services.   Retail 
and  wholesale  trade  and  some  construction  firms  comprised 
most  of  the  remainder  of  the  jobs.   The  Roxbury  labor  force 
contained  over  30,000  employees  so  most  workers  have  to  go 
outsider  of  their  neighborhoods  for  work. 


Commercial  space  in  Roxbury  is  primarily  older,  less 
expensive,  and  unrenovated  space  in  office,  retail,  and 
industrial  buildings.   Dudley  Square  with  500,000  square 
feet  of  office  space  in  1981  was  the  largest  neighborhood 
office  market  in  Boston  but  60  percent  of  that  was  vacant. 
Roxbury's  commercial  rents  as  of  fiscal  1986  ranged  from 
$1.51  -  $8.04  per  square  foot  for  office  space  with  a  median 
of  $4.98;  $1.84  -  $8.72  per  square  foot  for  retail  space 
with  a  median  of  $5.12;  and,  $.73  -  $4.02  per  square  for 
industrial  space  with  a  median  of  $1.49.   Currently  there 


are  several  large  construction  projects  in  Roxbury  including 
Morgan  Memorial  Goodwill  Industries  and  the  new  Roxbury 
Community  College  campus.    In  addition,  the  Southwest 
Corridor  and  Dudley  Square  itself  are  due  for  increased 
commercial  building  after  1987. 

Conclusion 


The  Roxbury  neighborhood  displays  a  variety  of  social, 
economic,  and  housing  problems.   While  unemployment,  poverty 
and  property  disinvestment  remain  the  primary  problems  to  be 
solved,  some  improvements  have  occurred  in  the  last  ten 
years:   specifically,  educational  attainment,  stabilization 
of  crime,  advances  in  professional  occupations,  and  the 
selected  upgrading  of  the  housing  stock.   Over  the  last 
decade  Boston's  economy  as  a  whole  has  begun  to  expand  into 
new  vistas  of  post- industrial  America  -  professional, 
business,  medical,  and  educational  services,  finance,  real 
estate,  insurance,  communication,  and  high  technology 
industries.   The  Roxbury  community,  however,  has  not  yet 
shared  in  the  new  economic  future,  to  any  extent.   The 
challenge  that  presents  itself  now  is  how  to  bring  the 
prosperity  of  Boston's  economy  to  Roxbury. 


ROXBURY  COMPREHENSIVE  HOUSING  INITIATIVE  (R. C.H.I.)  SUMMARY 

o  Establish  Roxbury  Interim  Planning  Overlay  District 

educate  the  community  about  land  use,  design  and 
environmental  issues. 
-     build  capacity  among  area  residents  to  participate 
in  the  planning  and  review  process, 
work  with  community  residents  to  make 
recommendations  for  a  new  text  and  map  amendment 
to  the  Boston  Zoning  Code  for  Roxbury. 
identify  and  establish  height  limit  guidelines  to 
encourage  development  along  specific  corridors, 
control  the  impact  of  development  on  traffic 
circulation  and  parking  through  improvements  to 
the  existing  infrastructure,  the  enforcement  of 
off-street  parking  requirement. 

o  Create  Greater  Housing  Options 

increase  the  number  of  longterm  affordable  units, 

by  requiring  a  minimum  of  50%  of  new  and 

rehabilitated  units  to  be  below-market . 

promote  homeownership  opportunities  including  fee 

simple,  condo  and  cooperative. 

ensure  the  continued  availability  of  affordable 

rental  units. 


o  Protect  Residents  and  Businesses  from  Development  Pres- 
sures 

establish  a  neighborhood  stabilization  fund  to 
directly  assist  residents  and  small  businesses. 

o  Eliminate  Blight  In  Roxbury 

convey  vacant  land  for  productive  reuse 
maintain  publicly-owned  land  (fencing  and 
cleaning)  and  provide  capital  improvements. 

o  Create  And  Preserve  Open  Space 

identify  appropriate  groups  or  individuals  for 
direct  designation  of  open  space  or  gardens, 
ensure  continued  upkeep  through  the  use  of 
maintenance  agreements. 

o  Encourage  Development  Opportunities  Within  The  Community 

-  for-profit  developers,  MBEs ,  non-profit  community 
based  organizations  and  Joint  ventures. 

-  encourage  commercial  revitilization  and  stabiliza- 
tion efforts . 

-  offer  technical  assistance  to  perspective 
developers  in  the  area  of  legal,  financial  and 
design  preparation. 

o  Protect  And  Reinforce  Roxbury 's  Historic  Character  And 
"Neighborhood"  Environment 

encourage  the  creation  of  local  Historic  Districts 
respect  and  reinforce  historic  and  contextual 
design  guidelines. 


THE  ROXBURY  COMPREHENSIVE  HOUSING  INITIATIVE  (R. C.H.I.) 

The  Roxbury  community  is  undergoing  a  period  of  revitalized 
growth.   The  revitalization  has  already  brought  significant 
new  investment  to  the  area  and  provided  new  opportunities  to 
residents  and  businesses.   The  continued  economic  growth 
will  result  in  changing  development  land-use  patterns  and 
enhanced  commercial  and  residential  activity.   This  growth, 
if  left  uncontrolled,  could  lead  to  speculative  development 
and  result  in  the  disruption  of  neighborhood  stability. 

The  Flynn  Administration  is  committed  to  encouraging  and 
supporting  this  balanced  growth,  while  ensuring  that  the 
development  process  is  guided  towards  neighborhood 
stability.   As  a  direct  response  to  the  Mayors'  committment 
the  Boston  Comprehensive  Housing  Initiative  (R. C.H.I.)  which 
would  monitor  the  anticipated  growth  in  Roxbury  and  direc:t 
that  growth  along  corridors  that  will  enhance  the  housing 
and  job  creation  opportunities  within  this  community. 


Pro.-ject  Description 

The  strategy  for  the  proposed  R. C.H.I,  includes  four  major 
program  elements  which,  when  combined,  offer  an  innovative 
plan  for  promoting  the  economic  well  being  and  stability  of 
the  Roxbury  communtiy.   R. C.H.I,  ensures  the  provision  of 


affordable  creative  residential  and  commercial  projects 
through  the  disposition  of  publicly-owned  land  and  the 
sensitivity  of  development  through  zoning  controls.   This 
Initiative  ensures  that  neighborhood  residents  and 
businesses  maintain  an  important  role  in  the  development  of 
their  community  with  participation  from  inception  to 
completion . 


The  four  key  elements  of  the  R. C.H.I,  include:   1)   the 
establishment  of  the  Roxbury  Interim  Planning  Overlay 
District  (IPOD),  a  twenty-four  month  process  which  will 
allow  the  community^  working  with  planning  professionals,  to 
study,  evaluate  and  make  recommendations  to  update  the 
zoning  designations  within  this  district,   2)   the 
disposition,  on  a  priority  basis,  of  parcels  of  land  owned 
or  controlled  by  the  BRA,  for  residential,  mixed  use  of  open 
space  development,   3)   the  establishment  of  a  Neighborhood 
Housing  development  Fund  designed  to  offer  direct  assistance 
to  first  time  home  buyers  and  local  businesses,  and   4)   the 
provision  of  technical  assistance  to  prospective  developers 
in  the  form  of  legal,  financial  review  and  design 
development  assistance. 


I.  THE  INTERIM  PLANNING  OVERLAY  DISTRICT  (IPOD)  PROCESS 

A  key  component  of  controlling  the  development  growth  in 
Roxbury  will  be  the  establishment  of  the  Roxbury  Interim 
Planning  Overlay  District  (IPOD) .   The  IPOD  mechanism  is  a 
direct  response  to  outdated  and  inappropriate  zoning  and  is 
designed  to  expedite  the  land  use  planning  and  rezoning  of  a 
changing  neighborhood. 

The  IPOD  process,  recognizing  the  need  for  a  reasonable 
period  of  time  to  conduct  planning  studies,  protects  the 
area  under  review  from  inappropriate  development.   During 
the  two-year  planning  process,  proposed  development,  not 
complying  as  an  allowed  or  exempt  use,  will  require  an 
Interim  Planning  Permit  through  the  Board  of  Appeals.   This 
process  ensures  that  all  approved  development  projects  will 
be  consistent  with  the  land-use  objectives  of  the  IPOD.   At 
the  end  of  the  two-year  period,  recommendations  will  be  made 
to  the  Zoning  Commission  for  adoption  and  implementation. 
Should  the  recommendations  not  be  accepted  as  regulation, 
the  pre-existing  code  would  be  put  back  into  place. 

A  Roxbury  Planning  and  Zoning  Advisory  Committee  (RPZAC) 
will  be  established  as  a  sub-committee  of  the  Roxbury 
Neighborhood  Council  (RNC).   The  RPZAC  and  the  Mayor's 


Office  of  Neighborhood  Services,  with  technical  assistance 
from  the  BRA  will  establish  goals  and  objectives  of  the  IPOD 
zoning  regulation,  and  participate  in  comprehensive  planning 
analysis  for  the  development  of  revised  zoning. 

The  IPOD  will  offer  education  and  information  to  the 
community  about  design  and  development  issues  and  will 
ensure  that  appropriate  planning  considerations  are  taken 
into  account  for  this  neighborhood  of  opportunity . 

II.  THE  DISPOSITION  PROCESS 

The  R. C.H.I,  proposes  to  offer,  for  disposition,  BRA-owned 
or  other  publicly-owned  vacant  land  in  Roxbury .   This 
component  of  R. C.H.I,  will  ensure  that  a  variety  of  housing 
options  be  made  available  to  mixed  income  families  and  that 
additional  commercial  development  offer  direct  job 
opportunities  to  area  residents.   Open  space  areas  will  be 
preserved  and  maintained  to  benefit  the  community. 
Non-profit  groups,  individuals,  minority  business 
enterprises  and  community  development  corporations  (CDC's) 
will  be  among  those  that  are  given  the  opportunity  to 
develop  the  land  in  their  neighborhood.  The  disposition 
The  disposition  process  for  R. C.H.I,  includes  over  six 
hundred  thousand  square  feet  of  land  on  approximately  60 
properties.  The  land  will  be  offered  to  non-profit  groups. 


community  development  corporations  (CDC's),  Minority 
Business  Enterprises  ( MBE ' s ) ,  and  for-profit  developer 
joint  ventures. 

The  disposition  effort  is  divided  into  two  "priority  groups' 
with  Priority  One  parcels  being  located  in  urban  renewal 
areas  and  Priority  Two  parcels  being  prepared  for  the 
"Roxbury  Homebuyers  Cooperative."   Throughout  the  process 
a  community  participation  focus  is  maintained. 

Priority  One 

Priority  One,  as  proposed,  consists  of  "Major  Parcels" 
suitable  for  residential,  commercial,  mixed-use  or 
institutional  use  and  "Minor  Parcels"  for  the  creation  of 
open-space  and  parking. 


The  Major  Priority  One  Parcels  were  selected  based  on  size, 
prominence  of  location  and  development  potential.   The  Major 
Parcels  number  8  developable  sites  and,  through  their 
development,  neighborhood  blight  will  be  eliminated  and  the 
potential  for  the  creation  of  appropriate  development 
(linked  to  Parcel  18+)  optimized.  The  Minor  Parcels  include 
approximately  thirty-five  smaller  sites  that  will  be 
maintained  as  open  space  or  gardens  by  development  groups 
and/or  individuals. 


Maintenance  agreements  will  ensure  the  proper  upkeep  and  the 
continued  benefit  to  the  community. 

Priority  Two 

While  Priority  One  is  being  packaged  the  remaining  parcels, 
or  Priority  Two,  will  be  offered  for  development  as  our 
Roxbury  Homebuyers  Cooperative  Program.   These  sites,  appro- 
priate for  owner  occupied  housing,  number  approximately  16 
parcels  of  land. 

Development  Guidelines 

In  reviewing  proposals  for  development  on  BRA  land,  specific 
issues  will  be  considered  as  the  City  and  the  neighborhood 
work  together  in  selecting  development  projects. 

Af f ordabl lity  -  Housing 


A  minimum  of  50%  of  all  housing  units,  created  under  this 
disposition  effort,  will  be  affordable  to  low  and  moderate 
income  residents.   Homeownership  opportunities  will  be 
encouraged  in  order  to  offer  residential  stability  to  area 
residents . 


Commercial  and  Institutional  Development 

Some  of  the  larger  sites  may  be  appropriate  for 
housing  development  while  others  may  accommodate  commercial 
spaces  in  mixed-use  projects.   The  objective  of  commercial 
development  will  be  to  ensure  the  continued  af f ordability  of 
space  to  local  businesses,  the  availability  of  jobs  to 
residents  and  the  revitalization  of  neighborhood  business. 

Historic  Preservation  and  Design  -   ' 

All  new  development  must  conform  to  strict  standards  of 
design.   Projects  will  be  considered  as  to  the 
appropriateness  of  design  and  conformity  to  the 
architectural  fabric  of  the  neighborhood.   Similarly, 
rehabilitated  buildings  will  undergo  design  review  to  ensure 
that  the  development  is  sensitive  to  issues  concerning 
historic  preservation.   Some  neighborhoods,  requiring  more 
specific  protection,  may  be  designated  a  historic  landmark 
district . 

Traffic/Parking  and  Infrastructure  Improvements 


Transportation  changes  will  have  an  enormous  impact  on 
Roxbury  neighborhoods.   Roxbury  will  be  the  recipient  of 
significant  capital  improvement  projects  as  these 
transportation  options  change.   Developers  will  be  required 


to  contribute  sufficient  parking  and  road  improvements  to 
respond  to  project  needs.    In  addition,  an  access  plan  will 
be  required  from  developers  which  indicates  specific 
measures  that  will  be  taken  to  control  traffic  and  parking 
problems . 

Open  Space 

Individuals  and  groups  will  be  designated  for  open  space 
development  only  when  it  becomes  evident  that  the  land  will 
be  properly  maintained.   Agreements  will  be  entered  into  and 
enforced  to  ensure  this  upkeep.   Whenever  possible  we  shall 
attempt  to  "In.nk"  development  parcels  with  open  space 
maintenance  agreements  for  corresponding  parcels. 

III.   THE  NEIGHBORHOOD  HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

Proceeds  from  the  sale  of  all  parcels  will  be  allocated  to  a 
proposed  Neighborhood  Housing  Development  Fund.   The  fund 
would  be  designed  to  create  a  source  of  low  interest  or 
non-amortizing  loans  for  use  as  downpayments  by  first  time 
homebuyers .   The  loans  could  be  used  for  equity  financing  to 
residents  wishing  to  purchase  buildings  of  three  or  more 
units  for  conversion  to  limited  equity  cooperatives,  and  may 
be  used  to  assist  small  businesses  in  need  of  permanent  or 
expansion  space.   Still  in  the  discussion  stage,  this  fund 
could  help  to  mitigate  the  impact  of  development  pressure 


being  felt  in  the  Roxbury  neighborhood  by  allowing  current 
residents  to  become  homeowners  and  by  helping  small 
businesses  to  remain  in  the  area.   The  Neighborhood  Housing 
Development  Fund  would  function  as  a  revolving  fund  offering 
new  financial  opportunities  to  residents  and  businesses  as 
repayments  are  received. 

IV.   TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE 

The  City  anticipates  that  many  residents  and  local 
businesses  may  want  to  participate  in  these  development 
challenges.   Abutters  seeking  to  develop  adjacent  open  space 
or  businesses  seeking  to  relocate  onto  a  larger  site,  may 
have  difficulty  in  packaging  the  necessary  development 
information.   R. C.H.I.   provides  for  this  need  by  offering 
technical  assistance  in  the  form  of  legal,  design 
preparation  or  financial  consulting  services.   Regardless  of 
their  development  experience,  local  individuals  and 
businesses  will  have  an  opportunity  to  compete  in  the 
disposition  process . 

Co nim unity  Participation  in  the  R. C.H.I. 

R. C.H.I,  makes  every  effort  to  include  community 
participation  and  involvement  in  the  proposed  process  for 
supporting  balanced  growth.   The  IPOD  process,  as  well  as 


the  disposition  effort,  are  designed  to  incorp)orate  resident 
ideas  and  recommendations  into  planning  policies.   All 
aspects  of  the  four  components  will  be  open  to  community 
review . 

The  IPOD  offers  residents  an  opportunity  to  become  educated 
in  planning  policy  and  to  recommend  zoning  regulation.   The 
process  allows  for  control  by  residents  to  protect  their  own 
neighborhood.   Extensive  out-reach  programs  have  already 
begun  to  introduce  the  IPOD  concept  to  residents  of  Roxbury . 
The  RPZAC  ensures  continued  participation  and  dialogue  with 
the  community.         '  ■  • 


The  disposition  of  available  land  will  involve  review  by 
many  community  groups.   The  BRA  will  seek  input  during  the 
preparation  of  land  disposition  kits  in  formulating 
development  guidelines.   Development  proposals  will  be 
presented  to  the  community  for  review  and  comments.   Lastly, 
the  City  will  look  for  direction  from  the  community  on 
specific  sites  for  preferred  uses.  The  Neighborhood  Housing 
Development  Fund  is  designed  to  financially  aid  residents 
and  businesses  in  Roxbury  remain  in  their  neighborhood  in  a 
more  stabilized  condition.   We  anticipate  that  the  community 
will  want  to  participate  in  planning  towards  the  realization 
of  this  program. 


Likewise,  technical  assistance  to  prospective  developers, 
without  the  technical  or  financial  expertise  to  prepare  the 
necessary  materials,  will  enable  residents  and  abutters  to 
participate  not  only  in  the  review  of  proposals,  but  in  the 
actual  development  of  property. 


c 


PRIORITY  I  MflJOR  BU  I L  D  A  }.■:  I ...  E  h'ARCEl.b  IN  ROXBURY 


RCHI  PPRCELB  MATRIX 


Parcel 
Re— use 
|\J  I.  ( rn  b  e  r  R  d  d  r-  e  s.-  sh. 


Zoni^.njj 


R-14 


3  4  K.  i  n  g  S  t  t"  e  c-?  t ./ 
New  Dudley  Street 

Car;!  pi  |.;:;        l-^-j    q1-| 


45, 311 


cc:ir.      r^iJKbLiry    Str-eet/ 
Shawnn.it    f-ivenue 
(!;a'npus    Hi  z\h 


1  I'll,  000 


p.-.o 


4t^    Highlai-id    Street/ 
K  i  1 1  r  e  cj  lj  e    5  q  u  a  r-  e 


IJ, /44 


R-3 


5  f'l  i  1  Imont  Street 
J.  tt  red ge  Square 


R-4 


■  •- 1 IS  L...  a  I'd  b  e  r  t  S  t  r  e  e  t 
.-11  Morfolk  Street 
.  1 1 1  r  e  d  q  e    S  q  1. 1  a  >■"■  e 


■J,  OclO 


H-; 


f--3a 
F-3b 


£a06-£ai6    Washmcitori.' 
£6 1  a-;:ia4S    Wash  i  ng  t  cm 
M.  L.  K.     Jr..     Bl  vd  = 
W  a  ■;;  I' i  i  r  i  n  t  ci  y\    i-'-'  a  r  k 


lub,  (..ioi.j 


H-1 


f.^^ 


3-4 


3;:::28    Wash  ].  nc;jt  C.I )-i    Stree 
W  a  1  ri  1. 1 1     P  a  r- 1<    (h  v  e  r-i :.  i  e 
Wash  1  nr|t  On    i-'ark 


13, 303 


H- 1 


'■14  Maple  Street 
W a ?■! fi  ].  r  I  g  t  l:i r\    ('' a  )■'■  I-; 


10, 406 


H- 1 


c 


L 


i'^ElJGE    OPTION 


Jr-bari    F^enewal    f'lari 


Star  f    r^  e  (::■  o  rn  i  n  g  r !  d 


Resident lal 


F^esirient  ial/Cont 


....pmrnefci  a 


R  e  s  i  d  e  r\  t  i  a  j.  /  C  c:  ni  r 


Res  1  dent  i  a  1 


Resident  ial . 
F"et?    Simple 


Residtjnt  ial 


Resident ial 
Ft^^e  Simple 


Resident ial 


Resident  ial 
f-'ee  SimplE' 


Res ident  i 


Resident ial 


1     Retai 


Comiiit:'rcial  /  R 


dent ial 


R>asident  i  a 
Fee    Simple 


c 
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PRIORITY  I  MINOR  OPEN  SPACE  PARCELS  IN  ROXBURY 


Parcel 
Re-use 
Number 


Address 


Size 
IN  SF 


Zoning 


RA-2 


R-la 


28 


L-9 


L-29 


L-34 


L-45 


L-46 


L-4? 


L-49 
L-50 


P-2 


63  Lawrence  Ave. 
Brunswick  King 

Rear  115-121 
Cedar  St . 
Kitt.  Square 

8  Cedar  St. 
Kitt.  Square 

19  Laurel  St. 
Washington  Park 

157  Harrishoff  St. 
Washington  Park 

5  Alpine  St. 
Washington  Park 

81  Munroe  St. 
Washington  Park 

25  Harold  St. 
Washington  Park 

29  Rear  Sonoma  St. 
Washignton  Park 

7  Westminster  Ct . 

9  Westminster  Ct . 
Washington  Park 

18  Wakullah  St. 
Washington  Park 


4,432 


5,201 


2,400 


3,300 


4,293 


2,925 


2,  500 


428 


315 

2,738 
3,  023 


3,  43f 


H-1 


H-1 


H-1 


R-  . 


H-1 


H-1 


R-  .8 


R-  .8 


H-1 


H-1 
H-1 


R-  .  8 


Q 


t 


PRIORITY  I  MINOR  OPEN  SPACE  PARCELS  IN  ROXBURY 


Parcel 
Re- use 
Number 


Address 


Size 
IN  SF 


Zoning 


S-6 


M.L.K.  Jr.  Blvd./ 
8  Kensington  St. 
Washington  Park 


1,683 


R-  .8 


S-7 


S-9a 


M.L.K.  Jr.  Blvd./ 
11  Mayfield  St. 
Washington  Park 


2.  601 


M.L.K.  Jr.  Blvd./ 

178  Walnut  Ave./ 

6  Harold  Park 

Washington  Park     24,883 


R-  .8 


R-  .8 


S-9c 


M.L.K. Jr.  Blvd./ 
9-23  Harold  Park/ 
Washignton  Park      3,195 


R-  .8 


S-9e 


M.L.K.  Jr.  Blvd./ 
Walnut  Ave. 
Washington  Park 


7 .  150 


R-  .  8 


S-10 


1  Fenner  Street/ 
28  Dennison  St. 
Washington  Park 


7,  963 


R-  .8 


S-12 


S-20 
S-21 


S-24 


20  Townsend  St./ 
6  Brinton  St . 
Washington  Park 

50  Holworthy  St. 
52  Holworthy  St. 
Washington  Park 

48  Rockland  St. 
Washington  Park 


55,321 

2,  250 
3,750 


2,  6( 


H-1 
R-  .8 


L-1 
L-1 


H-1 


^ 
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PRIORITY  I  MINOR  OPEN  SPACE  PARCELS  IN  ROXBURY 


Parcel 
Re-use 
Number 


Address 


Size 
IN  SF 


Zoning 


Cor.  Harrison  Ave./ 
29  Eustis  St. 
Roxbury 


2,  150 


L-1 


36-38  Alexander  St. 
Dorchester 


2,  244 


H-1 


7  Brookfield  St 
Dorchester 


2,600 


H-1 


27  Elmhurst  St, 
Dorchester 


3,72? 


R-.8 


52  Elmont  St 
Dorchester 


3,  900 


R-  .8 


2  3  In wood  St. 
Dorchester 


2,76! 


R-.8 


6  Lander  St . 
Dorchester 


2.  447 


R-  .8 


24  Leston  St 
Dorchester 


3,  18! 


R-  .8 


61  Lucerne  St, 
Dorchester 


3,  300 


R-  .8 


120  Lucerne  St 
Dorchester 


3,  336 


R-  .8 


e 


ROXBURY  LOCATION  MAP 
PR  I OR  ITT  ONE  MINOR  OPEN  SPACE  PARCELS 


i^- 


PRKJRriY     II     PARL;t;:L.S     IN    RDXPUfi:V 


RCHI  PftRCEL  LISTING 


Pa  ret?  1 
Re-u^.e 
Number 


Locat  ion 


IN    SF- 


Zon.i.  1  \D 


1_-  i  1 


P-30 


GS    Dale    Street/ 

1  1  o  -  -  i  1  9    W  a  1  ri  u  t    ft  v  e  y\  u  e 

Washington    Park 

S  W  a  k  u  ].  ].  a  h  S  t  r  e  e  t  / 
4£  Rockland  Street 
W  a  5 1- 1  i  n  q  t  o  ri    F-'  a  r-  k. 

14-16    Catawba    St. 
W  a  s  f  1  i  r  I  g  t  o  r  i    Park 

436    l^3.rre:iri    St. 
Non-Urban    Renewal    Pre 

£7 £9    Fernboi^o    St , 

E'.  r  u  r  I  iii  w  i  c  k    K  i  r  i  y 

75    Clifton    St„ 

N  c;i  f  1    IJ  r  i:.'  a  n    R  e  r i  e  ui  a.  1    P  r  e 


9,643 


4,  950 
1  1 ,  OGC) 

5,  6£0 


R-„  8 


L- 1 


H-1 


H-- 1 


46    Dewey    St . 

Ncjn    urbari    Renewal    Prea 


!&>,  099 


L-1 
H-1 


66    Plexander    St. 

N  Ci  ri    I J  r  b  a  ri    R  e  n  e  w  a  J.    ft  r 


30    West  VI  lie    St. 

Dorchester- 

Non    Urban    Rene^wal    Pre 


R--.  e 


43    rill  let  t    St. 

A 5    t'i;;,  llett     St. 

49    r'UUett     St. 

Doi- Chester  Tot  a 

Non    Urban    Renewal    Pre* 


9,  38  : 


a 


PRIORITY     II     P("iRCELS     IN    ROXBURY 


RCHI     PflRCEILS    LISrriNG 


Parcel 
Re-use 
N 1. 1 rn hi e r-  I.. o c at  i o \"i 


I)-,    BF 


137    Lucerne;    St.  3,483 

139    Lucerne    St.  iia...;l!iiO, 

Dorchtisiter  Totciil  6,^503 

Mon    Urban    Renewal    Rre-a 


S8  Richfield  St. 

DQrche5j;.te?r 

Nori    Urban    Renewal    Are 


,     t-.L.. 


R--.  8 


30  Richfield  St = 

Dorchester 

N  c  r  I    I J  r  b  a  r  i    Re  n  £?  w  a  1     ft  r  e  a  7  „  <  J  1  £ 


39    Rockwell    St. 

Dorchc^iter 

Wlcrn    Urt;)an    Reriet-ja  1    ftrea  7,500 


PARCELS  NOT  INCLUDED  IN  RCHI 


Parcel 
Re- use 
Number 


Location 


Size 
IN  SF 


P-3al 


Reason 


R-17 


Reason 


175-177  Rugqles  St 
Campus  High 


12,802 


Located  diagonally  across  from  parcel 
18+  and  should  be  landbanked  until 
parcel  18+  is  constructed. 


106  Roxbury  St. 
Campus  High 


20, 867 


Must  be  developed  after  the  construc- 
tion of  New  Dudley  Phase  II. 


P-3a 

to 
P-3g 

Reason 


Tremont  St./ 
New  Dudley  St. 
Campus  High 


625,000 


These  parcels  are  located  diagonally 
across  from  parcel  18+  and  should  be 
landbanked  until  the  completion  of 
the  18+  project. 


1 


C-lb 


Reason 


H-6b 


Reason 


Cor.  Walnut  Ave./ 
Warren  St. 
Washington  Park 


6  3,713 


This  parcel  was  conveyed  to  the  BRA 
with  the  restriction  that  it  must  be 
maintained  and  preserved  as  open  space. 


29  Hazelwood  St. 
Washington  Park 


17, 685 


This  site  is  bounded  on  three  sides  by 
the  Roxbury  YMCA  and  should  be  developed 
in  conjunction  with  this  additional 
land.  The  YMCA  is  considering  such  a 
proposal . 


6  .     L  -  1 6 


32  Homestead 
Washington  Park 


5,  084 


Reason 


This  parcel  has  been  maintained  by  the 
abutter  for  some  time  and  should  be 
evaluated  for  disposition  with  this  in 
mind  . 


7.    L-21 


Reason 


8.    L-22 


52-58  Alpine  St. 
Washington  Park 


9 ,  329 


This  parcel  has  been  under  discussion 
for  some  time  with  the  Alpine  Group. 


2558  Wa.shington  St. 
Washington  Park 


37, 184 


Reason 


This  parcel  has  been  under  discussion 
for  some  time  with  the  Hill,  Mullins  & 
Nazzaro  Group. 


9.     L-43b 


41  Regent  St. 
Washington  Park 


3,224 


Reason 


See  #  7  above , 


10, 


Reason 


95  Regent  St . 
Washington  Park 


1,  980 


This  parcel  has  been  developed  by  resi- 
dents of  St.  Joseph's  Homes  as  a  garden 


11.   Blair 
Site 


Washington  St. 

Palmer  St . 

Non  Urban  Renewal  Area 


85,000 


Reason 


This  site  should  be  assembled  in  con- 
junction with  the  remnants  of  the 
takings  of  the  MBTA  for  the  widening 
of  Washington  Street. 


12 


17  Williams  St. 

Non  Urban  Renewal  Area 


15, 000 


Reason 


This  parcel  must  be  assembled  in  con- 
junction with  parcel  10  in  mind. 


€ 


13  . 
14. 


97  Marcella  St. 

113  Marcella  St. 

Non  Urban  Renewal  Area 


2,  004 
3,000 


Reason 


These  parcels  are  under  negotiation 
with  the  Future  Development  Group. 


15.     8 


Melnea  Cass  Blvd. 

South  End  Urban  Renewal  Area 


57,747 


Reason 


This  parcel  has  been  reserved  by  the 
Heritage  Park  Program. 


16.     9 


Melnea  Cass  Blvd. (No.) 

Bet.  Washington  St. 

and  Shawmut  Ave. 

South  End  Urban  Renewal  Area 


60, 000 


Reason 


This  parcel  must  be  assembled  after  the 
completion  of  negotiation  with  DCPO . 


17.    10 


Melnea  Cass  Blvd. 

South  End  Urban  Renewal  Area 


71,000 


Reason 


See  #  16  above, 


€■ 
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PARCELS  NOT  INCLUDED  IN  RCHI 
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LOCATION  MAP 
CAMPUS  HIGH  PROJECT  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 
PARCEL  R-1^ 
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LOCATION  MAP 
CAMPUS  HIGH  PROJECT  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 
PARCEL  R-1^ 


L 


c 


c 


PARCEL  R-14  CONCEPTUAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

Total  Land  Area  69,000  sf 

FAR  2 

Gross  Buildable  Area  : 

Midrise-Condo' s  65,000  sf 

Townhouse  35,100  sf 

Parking  at  grade  16,200  sf 

Parking  below  grade  15,000  sf 

Landscape  21,700  sf 

Total  Gross  Buildable  Area  138,000  sf 

*  Note:  not  to  be  included  in  TGBA . 

Net  Buildable  Area   : 

Midrise-Condo's  60,000  sf 

Townhouse  (2  unit/building)  32,400  sf 

Parking  at  grade  (54  sp)  16,200  sf 

Parking  below  grade  (50  sp)  15,000  sf 

Landscaping  21 , 700  sf 

Total  Net  Buildable  145,300  sf 

Development  Pro  Forma 

Acquisition  Cost  '■ 

Land  Cost  @  $  10/gsf  $     690,000 

Hard  Cost 

Site  Improvement  @  $  12/gsf       $     828,000 
Construction  Cost 

Residential  ^    $  65/gsf  6,506,500 

Parking  at  grade  @  $  600/sp  32,400 

■,  '^   Parking  below  gr . @  $  lOk/sp  500,000 

Landscape   @  $  2000/tshe  54, OOP 

Total  Hard  Cost  $  7 , 920,900 

Soft  Cost 

Arch.  &  Engin.  $      198,020 

Const. Mngnt.  396,050 

Legal,  Acct .  198,020 

Developer's  Fee         '  396,050 

Marketing  79,210 

Permits,  Title,  Ins.  198,020 

Real  Estate  Taxes  282,780 

Const.  Interest  763,740 

Financing  Fees  196 , 550 

Total  Soft  Cost  $   2,708,440 

Contingency 

Total  Development  Cost 
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PARCEL  :  Campus  High  Urban  Renewal  Area 

:  R-14 

RE-USE  :  Residential 

27  Townhouses  w/rental  units 
50  Condominiums 
34%  Affordable 
Parking  at  grade  1 : 1 

TDC/RoTDC/RoE         :  $  11.8  m/4%/24% 

PUBLIC 

INVESTMENT  :  Land  $    690,000 

PRIVATE 

INVESTMENT            :  Const.  Int.  763,740 

Financing  Fee  196,550 

Developers  Fee  396 , 050 

$  1,356,340 

PUBLIC 

BENEFIT  :  Optimum  Af f ordability  (34%) 

Contribution  to  Neighborhood 
Stabilization  Fund 

Eliminate  Blight 

Optimum  Residential  Housing  Mix 

35%  Equity  Participation  By  BRA 

COMMUNITY 

BENEFIT  :  Development  Review  Subject  to 

Roxbury  IPOD  Process 

15%  Equity  Participation  by 
Non-Profit  Development  Partner 

MARKETING 

STRATEGY  :  Each  unit  shall  consist  of  1200  sf 

of  living  space 

Townhouses  shall  have  rental  unit 
option  available 

Midrise  Condominiums  shall  have 
access  to  below  grade  parking 

26  units  shall  be  sold  @  $  110,000 
(17  condo's,  9  townhouses)  and  be 
eligible  for  MHFA  -7.9%.  151  units 
shall  be  conventionally  financed  and 
marketed  at  $  183,500. 


Lx 
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PARCEL  :  Campus  High  Urban  Renewal  Area 

:  R-14 

RE-USE  :  Residential 

27  Townhouses  w/rental  units 
50  Condominiums 
34%  Affordable 
Parking  at  grade  1 : 1 

TDC/RoTDC/RoE         :  $  11.8  m/4%/24% 

PUBLIC 

INVESTMENT  :  Land  $    690,000 

PRIVATE 

INVESTMENT  :  Const.  Int.  763,740 

Financing  Fee  196,550 

Developers  Fee  396, 050 

$  1,356,340 

PUBLIC 

BENEFIT   -  :  Optimum  Af f ordability  (34%) 

Contribution  to  Neighborhood 
Stabilization  Fund 

Eliminate  Blight 

Optimum  Residential  Housing  Mix 

35%  Equity  Participation  By  BRA 

COMMUNITY 

BENEFIT  :  Development  Review  Subject  to 

Roxbury  IPOD  Process 

15%  Equity  Participation  by 
Non-Profit  Development  Partner 

MARKETING 

STRATEGY  :  Each  unit  shall  consist  of  1200  sf 

of  living  space 

Townhouses  shall  have  rental  unit 
option  available 

Midrise  Condominiums  shall  have 
access  to  below  grade  parking 

26  units  shall  be  sold  ^    $  110,000 
(17  condo's,  9  townhouses)  and  be 
eligible  for  MHFA  -7.9%.  151  units 
shall  be  conventionally  financed  and 
marketed  at  $  183,500. 


c- 


c 


CONCLUSION 


Due  to  the  proximity  of  these  units 
to  the  Southwest  Corridors  and  the 
Roxbury  Heritage  State  Park,  it  is 
evident  that  the  marketability  of 
these  units  should  not  be  a  problem, 


The  public  equity  position  may  be 
contributed  to  Neighborhood  Stabi- 
lization Fund. 
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CONCLUSION 


Due  to  the  proximity  of  these  units 
to  the  Southwest  Corridors  and  the 
Roxbury  Heritage  State  Park,  it  is 
evident  that  the  marketability  of 
these  units  should  not  be  a  problem, 


The  public  equity  position  may  be 
contributed  to  Neighborhood  Stabi- 
lization Fund. 
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LOCATION  flAP 
CAMPUS  HIGH  PROJECT  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 
PARCEL  P2c 
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PARCEL  P-2c  CONCEPTUAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 


Total  Land  Area 


FAR 


115,050  sf 
2 


Gross  Buildable  Area  : 
Housing 
Office 
Retail 
Parking  (surface) 

(below  grade  350  spaces) 

Total  Gross  Buildable  Area 
(above  grade) 

Net  Buildable  Area    : 
Housing 
Office 
Retail 

Parking  (surface) 
(below  grade) 


160,000  sf 
49,000  sf 
10,000  sf 
11,100  sf 


230,100  sf 


140,800  sf 

42,000  sf 

8,300  sf 

11,100  sf 

150,000  sf 


Total  Net  Buildable  Area 


307,830  sf 


DEVELOPMENT  PRO-FORMA 


Acquisition  Cost 

o  Land  @$10/gsf 

Hard  Cost 

o  Site  Improvement  @i$35/gsf 
o  New  Construction  @$85/gsf 
o  Parking  ( bel . gr . ) -350sp . 
o  Tenant  Improvements 

Office  @$10/gsf 

Retail  @$8/gsf 

Total  Hard  Cost 


1,150,500 


$   4,026,750 

19,558,500 

3,500,000 

492,700 


$  27,579,950 


SOFT  COST 

o  Construction  Management 

o  Arch . /Eng . 

o  Legal/ Insur . /Acct . 

o  Marketing 

o  Developer  Fee 

o  Construction  Loan  Interest 

o  Financing  Fee 

o  Real  Estate  Taxes 

o  Permits/ title 
Total  Soft  Cost 


102,710 
378,390 
827,030 
275,680 
378, 390 
645,900 
680, 920 
985,000 
413,520 


9,687, 540 


1^ 
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Contingency  ^   1 ,  929 , 740 

Total  Development  Cost  $  40, 347,730 

Construction  Loan 

($34,046,120  @9.6%,  18  months) 

Operating  Budget 
Income 


Housing/Condo's  $  14,917,500 

Office  @$29/gsf  1,236,270 

Retail  @$43/gsf  356,000 

Parking  350sp  @$150/mo/sp.  630,000 

Total  Gross  Income  17,139,770 

Vacancy  @5%  856,990 

Effective  Gross  Income  $  16,282,780 

Expenses 

Office  @$4.50/nsf  $     191,840 

Retail  @$4.50/nsf  37,350 

Parking  @  10%  grs . pkg .  rev.                    63,000 

Real  Estate  Tax  541,270 

Total  Expenses  $     833,460 

Net  Operating  Income  $  15,449,320 

ROTDC  38% 

A.  Refinance  $34,046,120  9.6%,  30yrs. 

Debt   Service   =  $3,491,640 

Before  Tax  Cash  Flow 

1.  $  11,957,680 

2.  $  9,854,850 

3.  $  7,752,020 

4.  $  5,649,190 

5.  $  3,546,360 


Cummulative  Appreciation  @  20%/vr . 


1. 

$ 

25,980. 

,960 

2. 

$ 

31,177. 

,150 

3. 

$ 

37,412, 

,580 

4. 

$ 

44,895. 

,  100 

5. 

$ 

53, 874, 

,  120 
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PARCEL  :   Campus  High  Urban  Renewal  Area 

P-2c 

RE-USE  OPTION     :   Mixed-use  Development 

117  Units  of  Housing  (Condominium) 
33%  Market  Rate 
67%  Afforbable 

Office  Use  (Secondary  Office  Space) 

Retail  (Upscale  Restaurant) 

Parking 

37  at  grade  spaces 

350  below  grade  spaces  in 

bi-level  structured  complex 

TDC/RoTDC/RoE    :   $  40.3  mil./38%  /  ? 

PUBLIC 

INVESMENT         :   Land  $  1,150,500 

Site 

Improvement   $  1 , 450, OOP 
$  2,600,500 


PRIVATE 

INVESTMENT        :   Dev .  Fees     $  1,378,390 

Cn.  Ln.  Int.  $  2,645,900 

Fin.  Fees     $    680, 920 

$  4,705,210 

PUBLIC 

BENEFIT  :   Maximum  Af f ordability 

Contribution  to  Neighborhood 
Stabilization  Fund 

Eliminate  Blight 

Continuous  Tax  Income  Stream 

to  City  in  excess  of  $  500K/Year 

35%  Equity  Participation  by  BRA 


COMMUNITY 

BENEFIT  :   Development  Review  subject  to 

Roxbury  IPOD  Process 

15%  Equity  Participation  by 
Non-Profit  Development  Partner 


u 


MARKETING 

STRATEGY  :   Each  unit  shall  contain  1,200  sf 

of  living  space 

39  units  shall  be  sold  @  $  86,000 
and  be  eligible  for  HOP  financing 

39  units  shall  be  sold  @  $    110,000 
and  be  eligible  for  MHFA-7.9% 

39  units  shall  be  sold  @  $  198,500 
and  be  conventionally  financed. 

CONCLUSION        :   The  development  scenario  postulated 
above  is  for  discussion  only  and 
attempts  to  reconcile  the  Adminis- 
tration's policy  for  maximum  affor- 
dability  with  the  realities  of  the 
market  place.  As  this  example  demon- 
strates, this  build-out  is  eminently 
possible.  Our  development  pro  forma 
was  based  on  the  development  experi- 
ence of  the  Authority  in  the  down- 
town and  reflects  first  class  cons- 
truction . 

It  is  anticipated  that  this  project 
will  appreciate  at  approximately  20% 
each  year  and  therefore,  refinanced 
in  year  5  ,  with  the  proportionate 
share  of  the  proceeds  allocated  to 
the  equity  participants. 
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LOCATION  flAP 

KITTREDGE  SQUARE  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 

PARCEL  P-2 


PARCEL  P-2  CONCEPTUAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
Manufactured  Home  :  Bayfield  Mark  I  I ,  Viceroy  Homes 
Total  Land  Area  13,744  sf 

FAR  .8 

Gross  Buildable  Area  : 

Townhouse   6  @  1360  gsf  8,160  sf 

Parking  at  grade  1,800  sf 

Landscaping  3, 780  sf 

Total  Gross  Buildable  Area  13,740  sf 

Net  Buildable  Area    : 

Townhouse  7,200  sf 

Parking  1,800  sf 

Landscaping  3 , 700  sf 

Total  Net  Buildable  Area  12,780  sf 

DEVELOPMENT  PRO  FORMA 

Acquisition  Cost 

Land   @  $  10/gsf 

Hard  Cost 

Site  Improvement   @  $  7/gsf 

Construction  Cost 

Residential  @  $  75k/unit 

Landscaping  @  $  2k/unit 
Total  Hard  Cost 

Soft  Cost 

Legal 

Title,  Ins. 

R.E.  Taxes 

Construction  Interest 

Financing  Fee 
Total  Soft  Cost 

Contingency 

Total  Development  Cost 

Construction  Loan 

($  619,800  @  9.6%,  6  mos .  ) 


$ 

137. 

,440 

$ 

96, 

,200 

450, 

,000 

12, 

,000 

$ 

556, 

,  200 

$ 

28, 

,000 

5, 

,600 

11. 

.000 

17, 

,000 

12, 

,000 

$ 

62, 

,600 

$ 

28, 

,000 

$ 

786, 

.240 
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PARCEL  P-2  KITTREDGE  SQUARE  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 


RE-USE  OPTION 


TDC/RoTDC/RoE 


Residential 

6  single  family,  owner  occupied 

@  $    786,240/NA/NA 


PUBLIC 
INVESTMENT 


N/A 


PUBLIC 
BENEFIT 


Promote  Affordable  homeownership 
eliminate  blight  add  to  the  property 
tax  rules . 


COMMUNITY 
BENEFIT 


Promote  Neighborhood  Stabilization 


MARKETING 
STRATEGY 


Viceroy-Bayf ield  Mark  II  manufactured 
homes  are  the  " top-of -the-line"  multi- 
family  units  built  in  North  America. 
Each  unit  is  1360  gsf  of  gross  living 
area  and  each  unit  price  suggested  is 
complete  with  all  amenities  and  ready 
to  move  into. 


CONCLUSION 


In  order  to  increase  the  affordabilty 
of  the  manufactured  models  the  Autho- 
rity must  consider  writing  down  the 
cost  of  the  land  and  insisting  on 
owner  occupancy . 
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LOCATION  MAP 
KITTREDGE  SQUARE  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 
PARCEL  R~3 
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PARCEL  R-3  CONCEPTUAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
Manufactured  Home  :  Bayfield  Mark  II,  Viceroy  Homes 
Total  Land  Area  9,790  sf 

FAR  .8 

Gross  Biuldable  Area  : 

Townhouse  4  units  @  1360  gsf  5,440  sf 

Parking  at  grade  1,200  sf 

Landscaping  3,150  sf 

Total  Gross  Buildable  Area  9,790  sf 

Net  Buildable  Area  : 

Townhouse  4,800  sf 

Parking  1,200  sf 

Landscaping  3 , 150  sf 

Total  Net  Buildable  Area  9,150  sf 

DEVELOPMENT  PRO  FORMA 

Acquisition  Cost 

Land  @  $  10/gsf 

Hard  Cost 

Site  Improvement  @  $  7/gsf 

Construction  Cost 

Residential  @  $  75k/unit 

Landscaping  @  $  2k/unit 
Total  Hard  Cost 

Soft  Cost 

Legal 

Title,  Ins. 

R.E.  Taxes 

Construction  Interest 

Financing  Fee 
Total  Soft  Cost 

Contingency 

Total  Development  Cost 
Construction  Loan 

(  $  413,600  @  9.6%,  6  mos . ) 


& 

97, 

,900 

68, 

,  500 

300, 

,000 

8, 

,000 

$ 

376, 

,000 

$ 

11- 

,280 

11. 

,280 

15, 

,040 

11. 

,657 

8, 

,272 

$ 

57, 

,529 

$ 

18, 

,800 

$ 

550, 

.  000 
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PARCEL  R-3  KITTREDGE  SQUARE  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 


RE-USE  OPTION 


TDC/RoTDC/RoE 


Residential 

4  single  family,  owner  occupied 

@  $  550,000/NA/NA 


PUBLIC 
INVESTMENT 


N/A 


PUBLIC 
BENEFIT 


Promote  affordable  home  ownership 
eliminate  blight  add  to  the  property 
tax  rules . 


COMMUNITY 
BENEFIT 


Promote  Neighborhood  Stabilization 


MARKETING 
STRATEGY 


CONCLUSION 


Viceroy  Bayfield  Mark  II  manufactured 
homes  are  the  "top-of-the  line"  multi- 
family  units  built  in  North  America. 
Each  unit  is  1360  sf  of  gross  living 
area  and  price  suggested  is  complete 
and  ready  to  move  into. 

In  order  to  increase  the  af f ordability 
of  the  manufactured  models  the  Author- 
ity must  consider  writing  down  the 
price  of  the  land  and  insist  on  owner 
occupancy . 
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LOCATION  MAP 

KITTRED6E  SQUARE  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 

PARCEL  R-^ 
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PARCEL  R-4  CONCEPTUAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
Manufactured  Home  :  Bayfield  Mark  II,  Viceroy  Homes 

Total  Land  Area  9,020  sf 

FAR  ,8 

Gross  Buildable  Area  : 

Townhouse  4  ^    1360  gsf  5,440  sf 

Parking  at  grade  1,200  sf 

Landscaping  2 , 380  sf 

Total  Gross  Buildable  Area  9,020  sf 

Net  Buildable  Area    : 

Townhouse  '                    4,800  sf 

Parking  at  grade  1 , 200  sf 

Landscaping  2, 380  sf 

Total  Net  Buildable  Area  8,380  sf 

DEVELOPMENT  PRO-FORMA 

Acquisition  Cost 

Land  @  $  10/gsf  $    90,200 

Hard  Cost 

Site  Improvement  @  $  7/gsf  63,140 

Construction  Cost 

Residential  @  $  75K/unit  300,000 

Landscaping  @  $  2K/unit  8, 000 

Total  Hard  Cost  $■       371,140 

SOFT  COST 

Legal  $     9,280 

Title,  Ins.  '         7,420 

R.E.  Taxes  13,250 

Construction  Interest  11,450 

Financing  Fee 

Total  Soft  Cost 

Contingency 

Total  Development  Cost 

Construction  Loan 

($  406,400  @  9.6%,  6  mos  .  ) 


$ 

49, 

,530 

$ 

18, 

,560 

$ 

529, 

,430 
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PARCEL 


Kittredge  Square  Urban  Renewal  Area 
R-4 


RE-USE  OPTION 


TDC/RoTDC/RoE 


Residential 

4  single  family,  owner  occupied 

@  $529,430/NA/NA 


PUBLIC 
INVESTMENT 


NA 


PUBLIC 
BENEFIT 


Promote  affordable  home  ownership 
eliminate  blight  add  to  the  property 
tax  rules 


COMMUNITY 
BENEFIT 


Promote  Neighborhood  Stabilization 


MARKETING 
STRATEGY 


Viceroy-Bayf ield  Mark  II.  manufactured 
homes  are  the  " top-of -the-line"  multi- 
family  units  built  in  North  America. 
Each  unit  is  1360  gsf  of  gross  living 
area  and  each  unit  price  suggested  is 
complete  with  all  amenities  and  ready 
to  move  into. 


CONCLUSION 


In  order  to  increase  the  af f ordability 
of  the  manufactured  models  the  Authority 
must  consider  writing  down  the  cost  of 
the  land  and  insisting  on  owner 
occupancy . 
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LOCATION  MAP 

WASHINGTON  PARK  PROJECT  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 

PARCELS  F-3a  S  F-3b 
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PARCEL  F-3  CONCEPTUAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

Total  Land  Area  105,000  sf 

FAR  2 

Gross  Buildable  Area  : 

Townhouse  57,200  sf 

Private  Yard  50,000  sf 

Condominium  72,800  sf 

Parking  @  grade  100  space  30,000  sf 

Total  Gross  Buildable  Area  210,000  sf 

Net   Buildable  Area  : 

Townhouse  .         52,800  sf 

Landscape  '         50,000  sf 

Condominium  64,100  sf 

Parking  (at  grade)  30,000  sf. 

Total  Net  Buildable  Area  196,900  sf 

Development  Pro  Forma: 

Acquisition  Cost 

Land  Cost  @  $  10/gsf  $   1,050,000 

Hard  Cost 

Site  Improvement  @  $    12/gsf  $   1,260,000 
Construction  Cost 

Residential  @  $  65/gsf  8,450,000 

Parking  (at  grade)  @  $  600/sp           60,000 

Landscaping  200,000 

Total  Hard  Cost  $   9,770,000 

Soft  Cost 

Arch.,  Engin.  $     249,250 

Construction  Mgnt.  498,500 

Legal,  Accounting  249,250 

Developer's  Fee  498,500 

Marketing  99,700 

Permits,  title.  Insurance  249,250 

Real  Estate  Taxes  355,930 

Construction  Interest  961,320 

Financing  Fee  247,400 

Total  Soft  Cost  $   3,409,100 

Contingency  697, 900 

Total  Development  Cost  $  15, 127,000 
Construction  Loan  ($  12,369,780  @  9.6%,  18  mos . ) 
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PARCEL 


Washington  Park  Urban  Renewal  Area 
F-3 


RE-USE 


Residential 
44  Duplex  Townhouses 
56  Condominiums 
34%  Affordable 
Parking  at  grade  1 : 1 


TDC/RoTDC/RoE 


a  15.1  million/  4.6%/  25% 


PUBLIC 
INVESTMENT 


Land 


$  1,050,000 


PRIVATE 
INVESTMENT 


Const .  Int . 
Financing  Fee 
Developers  Fee 


$  961,320 
$  247,400 
$  498,500 
$  1,707,220 


PUBLIC 
BENEFIT 


Optimum  Af f ordability  (34%) 


Contribution  to  Neighborhood 
Stabilization  Fund 

Eliminate  Blight 

Continuous  Tax  Income  Stream 

to  City  in  excess  of  $  500K/Year 

35%  Equity  Participation  by  BRA 


COMMUNITY 
BENEFIT 


Development  Review  subject  to 
Roxbury  IPOD  Process 


15%  Equity  Participation  by 
Non-Profit  Development  Partner 


MARKETING 
STRATEGY 


Each  unit  shall  contain  1,200  sf 
of  living  space 


34  units  shall  be  sold  @  $  110,000 
and  be  eligible  for  MHFA  -  7.9% 


66  units  shall  be  sold  @  $  183,000 
and  be  conventionally  financed. 
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CONCLUSION       :  The  development  scenario  decribed  above 
is  for  discussion  only  and  suggests  that 
only  feasible  development  and  marketing 
strategy  requires  that  the  Authority 
participate  as  an  equity  partner,  and  that 
the  anticipated  re-design  and  reconstruc- 
tion of  Washington  Street,  will  enhance 
the  marketability  of  units  along  the  cor- 
ridor . 
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LOCATION  m? 
WASHINGTON  PARK  PROJECT  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 
PARCEL  G^ 
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PARCEL  G-4  CONCEPTUAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

Total  Land  Area  19,300  sf 

FAR  .8 

Gross  Buildable  Area  : 

Commercial  Space  9,700  sf 

Parking  (Cust.  and  Emp . )  5,700  sf 

Landscaping  3 , 900  sf 

Total  Gross  Buildable  Area  -  19,300  sf 

Net  Buildable  Area     : 

Commercial  Space  8,050  sf 

Parking  (Cust.  and  Emp.)  5,700  sf 

Total  Net  Buildable  Area  13,750  sf 

Development  Pro  Forma 
Acquisition  Cost 

Land  @  $    10/gsf  $     193,000 

Hard  Cost 

Site  Improvement  @  $  12/gsf  232,000 
Construction  Cost 

Commercial  Space  @  $  45/gsf             362,000 

Parking  @  $  600/sp  11 , 000 

Total  Hard  Cost  $     605,000 

Soft  Cost 

Arch.,  Engin.  $      15,000 

Const.  Mngnt.  30,000 

Legal,  Acct .  15,000 

Developer's  Fee  30,000 

Marketing  6,000 

Permits,  Title,  Ins.  15,000 

Real  Estate  Taxes  23,000 

Const.  Interest  58,000 

Financing  Fees  15 , 000 

Total  Soft  Cost  $    207,000 

Contingency  42, 000 

Total  Development  Cost  $  1,047,000 

Construction  Loan  :  $  752,000  @  9.6%,  18  mos . 

Commercial  Lease  Terms:  $  18/gsf-net,  net. 

NOI  =  $  11,920/mo.  Debt  Service  =  $  6,000/mo. 

NOI  -  Debt  Service  =  Before  Tax  Cash  Flow  =  $  5,920/mo. 
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PARCEL  :  Washington  Park  Urban  Renewal  Area 

G-4 

RE-USE  :  Commercial 

Parking  at  grade  for  customers 
and  employees.  19  spaces 

TDC/RoTDC/RoE   :  &     1  mil./  7%/  24% 

PUBLIC 

INVESTMENT       :  Land  $  193,000 

PRIVATE 

INVESTMENT  :  Developer's  Fee  $  30,000 
Const.  Interest  58,000 

Financing  Fee  15 , 000 

$  103,000 

PUBLIC 

BENEFIT  :  Quality  Commercial  Space 

Continuous  Property  Tax  Income 
Stream 

35%  Equity  Participation  by  BRA 

COMMUNITY 

BENEFIT  :  15%  Equity  Participation  by 

Non-Profit  Development  Partner 

Owner  Operated  Local  Business 

MARKETING 

STRATEGY         :  This  commercial  space  is  adjacent 

to  Egleston  Station.  Any  redevelopment 
plans  should  be  contingent  upon  the 
re-use  plans  for  the  station  by  the 
MBTA. 

Easily  Accessible  to  Neighborhood 
Residents 

Eliminate  Blight 

Affordable  Rental  Space 

CONCLUSION      :  This  parcel  should  be  land-banked  until 
the  MBTA  has  completed  its  re-use  plans 
for  the  station  and/or  the  redesign  and 
engineering  study  of  Washington  Street 
is  completed . 
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LOCATION  MAP 

WASHINGTON  PARK  PROJECT  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 

PARCEL  L-25 


PARCEL  L-25  CONCEPTUAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
Manufactured  Home:  Bayfield  Mark  II,  Viceroy  Homes 
Total  Land  Area  10,  400  sf 

FAR  .8 


Gross  Buildable  Area  : 

Townhouse   6  ^  1,360  gsf 
Parking  at  grade 
Landscaping 

Total  Gross  Builable  Area 

Net  Buildable  Area    : 

Townhouse 

Parking  at  grade 

Landscaping 
Total  Net  Buildable  Area 

Development  Pro  Forma 
Acquisition  Cost 

Land  @  $  10/gsf 

Hard  Cost 

Site  Improvement  @  $  7/gsf 

Construction  Cost 

Residential   @  $  75k/unit 

Landscaping  @  $  2k/unit 
Total  Hard  Cost 


8,160  sf 

1,800  sf 

440  sf 

10,440  sf 


7,200  sf 

1,800  sf 

440  sf 


9,440  sf 


104, 000 


$    72,800 

450,000 

12,000 

$   534,800 


Soft  Cost 

Legal 

Title,  Insur. 

R.E.  Taxes 

Construction  Interest 

Financing  Fee 
Total  Soft  Cost 
Contingency 
Total  Development  Cost 


13,370 
10,700 
19, 100 
17,080 
12, 100 
72, 350 
27,900 
739, 050 


Construction  Loan:  0  605,870  @  $  9.65 


6  mos  . 
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PARCEL  L-25  WASHINGTON  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 


Re-use  Option 


TDC/RoTDC/RoE 


:  Residential 

6  single  family,  owner  occupied 

:  $  739,050/NA/NA 


PUBLIC 
INVESTMENT 


N/A 


PUBLIC 
BENEFIT 


Promote  affordable  homeownership 


COMMUNITY 
BENEFIT 


Promote  Neighborhood  Stabilition 


MARKETING 
STRATEGY 


Viceroy-Bayf ield  Mark  II  manufactured 
homes  are  the  " top-of -the-line"  multi- 
family  units  built  in  North  America, 
each  unit  is  1360  gsf  of  gross  living 
area  and  each  unit  price  suggested  is 
complete  with  all  amenities  and  ready 
to  move  into. 


CONCLUSION 


In  order  to  increase  the  af f ordability 
of  the  manufactured  models  the  Autho- 
rity must  consider  writing  down  the 
cost  of  the  land  and  insisting  on 
owner  occupancy,  occupied 
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